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'culture' in Late Antiquity and beyond. 8 We can see how the Church both used aspects of popular culture in order to communicate with a wider audience, while attacking this culture at the same time.
That Late Antiquity saw a striking cultural transformation is undeniable. One particularly influential model for this change is that of "democratisation of culture". This concept was first mooted by Santo Mazzarino, back in 1960, who saw "democratisation" as a positive and creative movement, linked to empire-wide trends of decentralisation and pluralism, rather than a process of decline. 9 Mazzarino envisaged this late antique democratistation of culture as a third-century process, but more recently scholars have deployed this concept far beyond this time, to examine cultural change across a Long Late Antiquity.
Indeed, Jean-Michel Carrié argues that we should move this transformation back to as late as the sixth to seventh centuries, hence precisely the period in question here.
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"Democratisation" can clearly be understood in a number of ways but here we can consider two primary forms of the process: 'bottom up' and 'top down'. In the former model, we can envisage a process whereby cultural forms previously shared by the lower classes moved upwards to be shared by the whole of society and culture -or, to put it in the more dramatic form imagined by Ramsay MacMullen, whereby the cultural ideals of the subaltern classes 'triumphed' over elite culture and values. 11 Alternatively, we can understand a 'top down' process, whereby institutions, primarily the Church, deliberately produced cultural forms that were accessible to a wider audience, thereby playing a central role in an attempt to construct a specifically Christian popular culture. Of course these options are not exclusive: my concern here is with is the interaction of cultural and 4 social forces and forms in Late Antiquity, and, I will argue that popular culture lies/is (in) this intersection.
In terms of democratisation, it is obvious that the rise of Christianity brought about new forms of contact between different social and cultural levels. What interest would an aristocrat like Caesarius have had in the behaviour and wellbeing of the lower classes of Arles and its territory during the High Empire? What need indeed would an aristocrat have had to communicate with them, except directly in his capacity as owner of land, property and/or slaves? 12 Sermons therefore clearly constitute an important and obvious aspect of the "democratisation of culture" in this period. For the first time rhetorical and ethical and philosophical discourse were, in principle at least, transmitted across a broad swathe of society. 13 Nonetheless, debate continues regarding the economic and social composition of the preacher's audience in Late Antiquity. Ramsay MacMullen has been the most steadfast proponent of the view that this audience was not really broad, being in fact made up almost exclusively of the economic and social elite, in his most recent work estimated more precisely indeed as the top 5%. 14 While earlier analysis was based on the sermons themselves, a key part of MacMullen's methodology in his new book is, broadly speaking, archaeological, but ultimately rather crude, involving the counting of spaces available in church buildings. 15 In any case we lack the archaeological evidence to make this kind of estimate in the case of Arles and its environs. 16 The sermons themselves must provide our evidence but, unsurprisingly, these prove to be far from conclusive. The picture provided by Caesarius' sermons generally agrees with the broader picture given by late antique sermons: even if we don't want to take as hard a line as MacMullen, it is 5 very apparent that late antique bishops generally felt most comfortable addressing their social equals, or near-equals. When Caesarius enjoins corporal punishment upon recalcitrant offenders, for instance, he is obviously speaking as one dominus to another. 17 Nonetheless, we can see that he preached in a variety of locations, in both urban and rural settings, as will be discussed below.
Democratisation of language is also at issue here. Caesarius and his biographers alike (and clearly this congruence is far from coincidental) present him as a preacher to the people, stressing the simplicity of his language. Both books of the Vita include a programmatic discussion of the simplicity of his Latin at their start. First, the biographers, in something of a cliché of hagiography, apologise in the prologue for the modesty of its language, citing a supposed saying of Caesarius himself in support: 'Some avoid rusticity in speech, but do not turn from vices in life'. 18 At the start of Book 2, likewise, the biographers assert the simplicity of their subject's language, intended to communicate to the 'learned and the simple alike' (doctos simul et simplices). 19 This stress on a democratic language is likewise programmatic in the so-called Sermo 1; 20 Caesarius argues in this text that there is no need for 'worldly' language, which can 'scarcely' be understood even by a 'few'. 21 He stresses this again near the end of the treatise, 22 proceeding to the clear injunction that: 'Therefore, my lord bishops should preach to the people in simple, ordinary language that all the people can understand'. 23 The evidence of the sermons themselves can also be seen as clearly indicative of a concern for a wider audience, as regards the length of homily as well as simplicity of language and argument. 24 
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Philological analysis has in fact been crucial in establishing Caesarius as a key figure in the 'democratisation of culture'. He has appeared as a pivotal figure in the Any idea of "democratisation of culture" has to incorporate these cultural dialectics in order to be useful.
Ultimately, "popular culture" is a heuristic model, the point of which is to enable a properly 'thick' description of (ancient) culture, in all its richness. 32 Nonetheless, a number of features of late antique culture present in the sermons of Caesarius can be fruitfully analysed under this rubric, such as singing and dancing, commensality, appropriate and inappropriate body language, dressing up and gift-exchange. There is, inevitably, not enough space here to undertake a full investigation of these elements. 33 This article therefore takes a dual approach to 'popular culture': firstly in the abstract as a heuristic concept, as a dialectic between different force fields and cultural relations, but secondly, substantively, as identifiable activities, attitudes and structures.
How far can we use Caesarius as a source for late antique interaction with popular culture, and for this culture itself? Firstly, there is the question of his 'representativeness'.
My argument is not that Caesarius was typical: he was set apart from the majority of his fellow bishops not just by his aristocratic background (more common in Gaul, after all) but, crucially, by his ascetic formation. As others have shown, Caesarius' time spent in the southern Gallic monastic hothouse of Lérins was of the greatest importance in shaping his views of both the episcopacy and the Christian life in general. Caesarius wished to apply monastic standards not just to his fellow clergy, but even to his congregation. 34 Next there is the question of the historicity of his popular interactions. As we have seen, both the bishop in his own writings and his biographers stress his role as preacher to the people. Conrad Leyser, however, has argued, in a significant contribution, that this vision of Caesarius as popular preacher is a construction, an 'icon', deliberately created by these same figures, aimed not at 'the peasant farmers of Provence, but the 'the rich and urbane clergy and laity of Arles'. 35 While this adds important ammunition to the general methodological principle that we cannot use (Caesarius') sermons as unproblematic evidence for direct interaction with popular culture, 36 the ideological construction of Caesarius as the exemplar of a popular speaker is in itself an important piece of evidence for late antique and medieval social and cultural relations that we can now go on to unpick. I shall do this with a close reading of the so-called Sermo 1, a clear starting point for demonstrating both the opportunities and the problems posed by Caesarius' sermon. Ironically and perhaps appositely, this is not a sermon ad populum at all, but a letter to fellow, suffragan bishops, placed by Morin at the head of his collection of sermons. 37 While, unsurprisingly, much of the text is taken up with matters of proper episcopal behaviour it also provides a useful whistlestop, programmatic summary of matters of more general (lay and indeed clerical) comportment, i.e. the substantive elements of 'popular culture' which are referred to throughout the Admonitiones and which will form the focus for the discussion which follows. Meanwhile, the text and its cognates embody a powerful discourse which both constructs the concept of popular culture, while simultaneously attacking it. Thus he begins by pairing his own rusticitas with that of the people of the parishes of the territory of Arles; he presents himself as a rusticus who speaks to the rustici. He returns to the theme in his closing peroration, with a self-deprecating reference to the irritation his rusticissima suggestio might have caused to the 'learned' ears of his audience. 39 This claim to rusticitas is of course not new: Christian writers often chose to make play upon the notion of rhetorical rusticitas. 40 It is indeed this 'rustic' Latin that has been cited in the scholarly presentation of Caesarius as a pivotal point in the transformation of classical culture, as discussed above. The term is of course used knowingly by both Caesarius and his biographers. 41 (Moreover, this term should not obscure the fact that Caesarius' prose was in fact very carefully crafted. 42 )
Rusticitas appears so far therefore as a trope which the aristocratic bishop employs of himself as part of his ideological and rhetorical armoury. It is also, however, a trope he uses to label others, here aiming for a somewhat different ideological effect. Klingshirn has observed that rusticitas is more of an ideological than a sociological construct for Caesarius; 43 the figure of the rustic, as others have noted, could be used as a foil with which to rebuke an urban audience. 44 Nonetheless, even if the term is used to rebuke those of unimpeachable high social standing and education, the term does carry what we can reasonably call a class connotation: an association with ignorance and lack of culture.
Such associations are consistently used to stigmatise aspects of culture disliked by the church, such as the festival of the Kalends, attacked in this way in both west and east. 45 Peter Brown has looked at the concept of rusticitas in relation to Gregory of Tours in particular; Brown defines it as 'boorishness', and notes its opposition to reverentia, which he associates with 'a precisely delineated image of ideal human relations', which betrays 'the long grooming of late-Roman aristocratic society'. 46 Despite the persistent dislike of many of today's historians to talk in terms of class, it is clear to me that what we are talking about here is an upper-class attack and stigmatisation of lower-class behaviour. 47 At the same time, as we have seen, the concept of rusticitas … unless the pilots of the church with all vigilance teach, terrify, sometimes even censure and occasionally punish lightly, at times even threatening the day of judgement with severity, and thus show how to keep the straight path of eternal life, it is to be feared that they will receive judgment where they might have had a remedy.'
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As well as exhorting fellow clergy to use physical coercion, elsewhere Caesarius even encourages his flock to whip, beat and shackle the stubborn and recalcitrant, 55 as well as telling them to inform on these miscreants to him 'in secret.' 56 And, on occasion, as is infamous, he locks the doors in order to keep his congregation from leaving church.
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The speculator is to guard, through his preaching, against all the sins, major and minor, of his congregations, sins to be expiated through ritual practices: fasting and prayers, as well as, in a common pastoral strategy, almsgiving. 58 Thus ritual practice and physical punishment have a role to play but it is still the spoken word which Sermo 1 promotes as the most powerful tool of all: it is apt indeed that according to his hagiographer, Caesarius wielded his preaching 'like a weapon'. 59 The central job of the bishop is to preach: as often as possible, indeed it is the job not just of bishops in towns, but also of priests and deacons in parishes. 60 A central message of this text, signalled with the opening emphasis on rusticitas, is that this preaching can and should be simple, and thus easily done, even by lower clergy. 61 Those unable to preach their own sermons should 13 read out those of others. 62 No excuses for failing to preach will be accepted on the day of Judgement. 63 Caesarius' efforts to promote preaching throughout the region are well known 64 but the point is crucial: the word of the clergy is a weapon in an ongoing battle.
The word of the clergy represents authorized (and authorizing) discourse, and, like any traditional member of the Roman elite, Caesarius is certain that he can distinguish between authorized and unauthorized speech. Nonetheless, in Sermo 1 the concern is with the clergy themselves, who are seen as equally prone to indulging in inappropriate talk.
The clergy need to avoid 'idle speech and biting jokes' (otiosis fabulis et mordacibus iocis)
. 65 This kind of inappropriate speech is attacked frequently in the Admonitiones, 66 where it is presented as a particular sin of impurity, a particularly perilous impurity of the mouth. 67 Leyser has rightly noted that the prime site of unclean speech is the 'people', especially those of the countryside 68 (rusticitas strikes again!). Nonetheless, Sermo 1 extends this concern to the speech of the clergy. Indeed, it is only one of a series of texts that attest to a concern that clergy too are participating in activities which we might choose to consider under the rubric of popular, i.e. unauthorized culture.
What kind of popular entertainments were available in late antique Arles and its territories? We obviously need to look beyond the traditional Roman spectacula. 69 We will find much more fertile ground for popular culture when looking for more 'DIY' entertainment, in which we can see Caesarius' congregations (and indeed perhaps his colleagues) as participants and performers, as well as spectators. According to the bishop, congregations should be instructed neither to hire nor even observe as guests at convivia a lively cast of performers, identified by the variant manuscript traditions as dissolute singers (luxuriosos cantatores…. cantatrices), players of games (lusores) and dancers (saltatores), all of which are described as being 'inimical to chastity and virtue'. 70 Amongst the activities that recur as part of the broken record of Caesarius' pastoral bêtes noires, singing and dancing are notably prominent. 71 These seem to have been common at a range of types of gatherings. Council canons from southern Gaul urge clergy to avoid weddings and dinners where love songs would be sung and dirty dances danced.
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(Generally singing and dancing were paired together in ecclesiastical discourse.) We can perhaps imagine the presence of paid professional singers where funds permitted, although the surviving evidence for professional performers (discussed below) is for actors and dancers rather than singers. More communal (and drunken) singing and dancing was likewise a common feature of neighbourly get-togethers. 73 As elsewhere in the late antique world, so at Arles, this behaviour might well also extend into churches and martyr shrines, as we shall see further below.
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Dancing was an activity viewed with consistent suspicion and scorn by patristic writers, and its association with pantomime dancers, and performers of other kinds is an important reason for this disdain. Here we can trace a direct line back to traditional elite discourse which disparaged dancing as distinctly unauthorized, as an activity unfit for the respectable citizen. These worries were most apposite, and visible, in the case of oratory, with often polemical focus on affinities between the arts of the rhetor and the dancer. 75 In
Late Antiquity the pantomime in turn became a focus of ire among patristic authors, who were suspicious of both the sexual ambiguity of the pantomime dancer but also his 15 captivating effect on the audience. 76 Caesarius uses two different verbs for dancing, often in combination: ballo and salto, the latter being particularly associated with pantomime dancing. Dancing, it is persistently claimed, is something not performed by a normal person, unless insane or indeed drunk: this is something avowed by both Cicero and Caesarius. 77 We can see the formation of an unholy trinity: dancing, paired with singing, was linked with uncontrolled sexuality. But the key enabling factor, and hence viewed with strict censure by Caesarius, was of course alcohol. Attacked along with singing and dancing comes another form of popular culture that could be associated with either 'professional' performers or supposedly unchristian laypeople, and was perhaps particularly likely to be found at a convivium: scurrilitas.
At these banquets they not only refuse to offer sacred reading to feed the soul, but sometimes they are either busy with idle conversation (otiosis sermonibus), for which an account must be rendered on judgment day, or they do not fear and blush to say themselves or willingly to hear from others calumnies (detractiones), buffooneries (scurrilitates) or even obscene talk (turpiloquia).
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What can we make of these scurrilitates? 81 There are a number of associations here, all relevant.
Scurrilitas can be identified variously as story-telling, 82 clowning and joking: all types of informal performance that had been part both of traditions of popular culture, and of discourses attacking this popular culture. The persistence in the early medieval tradition of the figure of the mime is particularly relevant here. The mime is very difficult to reconstruct, due to its improvised nature, but it is well-known that it was consistently despised by the Roman elite as a "low" form. The Roman mime is a very neat example of 'unauthorized culture': it seems in some sense at least to have staged a challenge to the dominant social order and was met with consistent vitriol by the elite. 83 Yitzak Hen has
shown the persistence of forms of the mime into the Merovingian and even the Carolingian era, at least according to the ecclesiastical sources 84 (here all the usual caveats apply). Hagiographical texts provide a number of cases of appearances by mimes and mime actors and in a letter Alcuin claims to quote Augustine as an authority against bringing 'actors, mimes and dancers' into one's home. 85 Scurrilitas in the Middle Ages signified buffoonery, jesting, a coarse form of humour. It was, according to Christian moralists, a sin, often found together with turpiloquium, a pairing obviously influenced by the Vulgate. 86 However, later medieval literature also paired the two as key forms of self-consciously deviant oppositional and anti-clerical speech 87 and here we can build an interesting link back to a second important, and longstanding association between scurrilitas and popular culture. Scurrilitas was associated canonically with the figure of the scurra, the jester, familiar throughout Latin literature and culture. The scurra was often associated with malicious speech (here note Caesarius' juxtaposition of detractiones and scurrilitates). 88 He was also associated (negatively) with popular literature. 89 As we have already seen, Caesarius consistently set proper, authorized speech over and against its improper, unauthorized antitype, and we have already noted his concern that clergy too might indulge in this. Here this speech might simply be otiosus (idle); 90 it might have associations with fiction (fabula): 91 both terms are used to mark out certain types of speech as lacking in authority. Unauthorized speech, like singing and dancing, might well too be obscene and shameful. 92 It might also have more satirical connotations that we can link with scurrilitas: clergy need to avoid 'biting jokes' as well as gossip, according to Caesarius. 93 Dubious speech might also be dangerously libellous: hence the concern here for detractiones ('calumnies'). Hence it is not surprising to find potent concentrations and combinations of these various types of unauthorized discourse in Caesarius' sermons. 94 What were the locations associated with these deviant forms of behaviour and discourse?
In the sermons there is a concentration on convivia as a key locus for unauthorized and immoral behaviour. 95 These are immoral on a number of grounds (not least because they provided an opportunity for gluttony, where the money spent might have been given to the poor) but also because of the opportunity for singing, dancing, drinking and sexual immorality as we have already seen. However, this package of inappropriate behaviour is 18 also complained of frequently as happening at church vigils. 96 That churches and church rituals could in themselves be loci of unauthorized behaviour provokes a particular level of exasperation from Caesarius. The bishop expends a great deal of effort disciplining the behaviour of his congregations during the mass, where it is of course relatively easy. 97 Ultimately, however, his claim is totalizing: the bishop wishes to mould the behaviour of his congregation everywhere. We might consider this a rather unsubtle methodology, and wonder indeed what the picture would look like if we compared the "data" here with that from later periods (something MacMullen conspicuously fails to do).
